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Dray/iiings 

1 . The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a) because they fail to show 
text labeling for Figure 1 , item 16 as described in the specification. Any structural detail 
that is essential for a proper understanding of the disclosed invention should be shown 
in the drawing. MPEP § 608.02(d). Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 
CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the 
application. Any amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures 
appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being 
amended. The figure or figure number of an amended drawing should not be labeled as 
"amended." If a drawing figure is to be canceled, the appropriate figure must be 
removed from the replacement sheet, and where necessary, the remaining figures must 
be renumbered and appropriate changes made to the brief description of the several 
views of the drawings for consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary 
to show the renumbering of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after 
the filing date of an application must be labeled in the top margin as either 
"Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .121(d). If the changes are 
not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required 
corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held 
in abeyance. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 
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The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 2. 3. 11-13. 17. 18. 26-28. 32. 33. and 41-43 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and 
distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. The words 
"can" and "can be" should be changed to "is". 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

5. Claims 16 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
King (US 4,970,492). 

For claim 16. King discloses a method for determining when a lubricant no longer 
possesses proper lubricant properties, the lubricant lubricating at least one movable 
member within an internal engine (col 1, Ins 7-10), the internal engine being controlled 
by a control unit (col 2, Ins 43-46; col 3, Ins 29-32; Fig. 1, item 100), the control unit 
comprising a lubricant service monitoring system (col 3, Ins 35-38), at least one memory 
allocation and a perceptible alarm (col 5, Ins 49-57; Fig. 1, items 110, 120, 130, 140, 
and 200), the method comprising the lubricant service monitoring system recording an 
engine operating time value into the memory allocation and activating the perceptible 
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alarm when the allocated engine operating time value exceeds a predetermined value 
(col 4, Ins 54-68; col 5, Ins 1 -3). 

For claim 26. King discloses the engine operating time value allocated in the 
memory is reset (col 3, Ins 35-40 and 49-51; Fig. 1 , item 170). 
6. Claims 31 and 41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(b) as being anticipated by 
King (US 4,970,492). 

For claim 31 . King discloses a machine comprising an internal combustion 
engine, the internal combustion engine comprising an engine body, a movable member 
relative to the engine body and a lubrication system (col 1, Ins 7-16), the lubrication 
system comprising a lubricant used to lubricate at least one movable member, a control 
system comprising a lubricant service monitoring system (col 3, Ins 35-38), the lubricant 
service monitoring system comprising a timer (col 3, Ins 35-37), at least one memory 
allocation (col 5, Ins 49-57; Fig. 1, items 110, 120, 130, 140), and an alarm (Fig. 1, 200), 
the timer recording an engine operating time value (col 3, Ins 35-38), the memory 
allocation holding the engine operating time value (col 5, Ins 53-55; Fig. 1, item 120), an 
alarm unit responsive to output a perceptible alarm when a predetermined engine 
operating time value limit has been reached (col 4, Ins 54-68; col 5, Ins 1-3). 

For claim 41 . the claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reasons as stated 
in the rejection of claim 26 as stated above. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to v\4iich said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 1 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
King (US 4,970,492), and further in view of Kanno (US 6.213,820). 

For claim 1 . King discloses an internal combustion engine, the internal 
combustion engine comprising an engine body (col 1, Ins 7-10), a movable member 
relative to the body and a lubrication system (an engine comprises many movable 
parts), the lubrication system comprising a lubricant used to lubricate at least the 
movable member (col 2, Ins 39-43), a control system comprising a lubricant service 
monitoring system (col 3, Ins 35-38) comprising a timer (col 3, Ins 33-35), at least one 
memory allocation, and an alarm (col 5, Ins 49-57; Fig. 1, items 110, 120, 130, 140, and 
200), the timer recording an engine operating time value (col 3, Ins 35-38), the memory 
allocation holding the engine operating time value (col 5, Ins 53-55; Fig. 1, item 120), an 
alarm unit responsive to output a perceptible alarm when predetermined engine 
operating time value limits have been reached (col 4, Ins 54-68; col 5, Ins 1-3). King, 
however, does not disclose a watercraft internal combustion engine. Kanno, on the 
other hand, does disclose a watercraft internal combustion engine that monitors a 
movable member lubrication system (col 1, Ins 12-15; Fig. 1; col 2, Ins 54-56). It would 



Application/Control Number: 10/695,703 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2636 

have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made 
to include a lubrication system for all types of engines, regardless of their particular 
application; lubricating all moving parts of an engine is critical to optimal engine 
performance and extends the life of an engine. 

For claim 1 1 . the claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reasons as stated 
in the rejection of claim 26 as stated above. 

9. Claims 2-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
King and Kanno, and further in view of Vajgart et al. (US 5,060,156). 

For claim 2. King discloses outputting a perceptible alarm, but not at a 
predetermined frequency. Vajgart, however, discloses outputting a perceptible alarm at 
a predetermined frequency (col 12, Ins 7-10). It would have been obvious to flash the 
alarm at a predetermined frequency so that a degree of urgency is communicated to an 
operator in order to take appropriate action. 

For claim 3. King discloses outputting a perceptible alarm, but not at a 
predetermined frequency. Vajgart, discloses outputting an alarm frequency that 
increases at a rate proportionate to the predetermined engine operating time value 
limits (col 4, Ins 57-62; col 10, Ins 66-68; col 11, Ins 1-4; 45-52; col 12, Ins 7-10). The 
Accumulated Smart Sparks Value is based on engine operating characteristics, 
temperature, and time of continuous engine operation above a predetermined speed. It 
would have been obvious to flash the alarm at a rate proportionate to engine operating 
time value limits so that multiple levels of urgency are communicated to an operator in 
order to take appropriate action. 
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For claim 4. King does not disclose an audible alarm; however, Kanno discloses 
this feature (Fig. 7, item 268). It would have been obvious to include an audible alarm 
so that an operator acknowledges an alarm condition, while not having to focus on the 
visual alarm display. 

For claim 5. King discloses a perceptible visual alarm (Fig. 1 , item 200). 

For claim 6. King discloses a visual alarm to comprise at least one light (Fig. 1 , 
item 240). 

For claim 7. King discloses a visual alarm to comprise at least one colored light 
(Fig. 1 , item 240). 

For claim 8. the claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reasons as stated 
in the rejection of claim 5 as stated above. 

For claim 9. the claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reasons as stated 
in the rejection of claim 6 as stated above. 

For claim 10. the claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reasons as stated 
in the rejection of claim 7 as stated above. 

1 1 . Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over King and 
Kanno, and further in view of Tharman et al. (US 6,542,074). 

King discloses that the system is reset, but does not disclose whether the 
perceptible alarm is reset. However, Tharman discloses the feature of resetting the 
perceptible alarm (Fig. 3, item 155; col 3, Ins 41-45; col 5, Ins 42-46; col 6, Ins 20-25). 
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1 2. Claims 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over King 
(US 4,970,492) and Kanno, as applied to claim 1, and further in view of Knight (US 
6,276,975). 

King is not specific about the type of memory allocation; however, Knight 
discloses a watercraft alarm where the memory allocation comprises RAM and 
EEPROM (col 1 , Ins 41 -43; col 4, Ins 34-45; Fig. 1 , item 300). It would have been 
obvious to include RAM and EEPROM so that memory parameters are modified and 
stored upon an individual's preferences. 

1 3. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over King, 
Kanno, and Knight, as applied to claim 13, and further in view of Vajgart (US 
5,060,156). 

King updates the values in storage, such as the engine operating time, but does 
not disclose updating RAM with the engine operating time at a predetermined 
frequency. However, Vajgart discloses updating RAM at a predetermined frequency 
(col 2, Ins 35-40; col 7, Ins 50-55; col 12, Ins 7-10; Fig. 7, item 40). It would have been 
obvious to update RAM at a predetermined frequency so that a degree of urgency is 
saved to memory and communicated along with the warning indicator. 

14. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over King, 
Kanno, and Knight, as applied to claim 13, and further in view of Tharman et al. (US 
6,542,074). 

King updates the values in storage, such as the engine operating time, but does 
not disclose updating EEPROM with the engine operating time at a predetermined 
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frequency. However, Tharman discloses updating EEPROM at a predetermined 
frequency (col 4, Ins 13-19; col 5, Ins 15-20; col 6, Ins 24-42). It would have been 
obvious to update EEPROM with the engine operating time from RAM at a 
predetermined frequency so that a degree of urgency is saved to memory and 
communicated along with the warning indicator. 

15. Claims 17-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
King, and further in view of Vajgart et al. (US 5,060,156). 

For claim 17, the claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reasons as stated 
in the rejection of claim 2 as stated above. 

For claim 18. the claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reasons as stated 
in the rejection of claim 3 as stated above. 

For claim 20, the claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reasons as stated 
in the rejection of claim 5 as stated above. 

For claim 21. the claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reasons as stated 
in the rejection of claim 6 as stated above. 

For claim 22. t he claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reasons as stated 
in the rejection of claim 7 as stated above. 

Claims 19, and 23-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over King and Vajgart, and further in view of Kanno. 

For claim 19. King does not disclose an audible alarm; however, Kanno discloses 
this feature (Fig, 7, item 268). It would have been obvious to include an audible alarm 
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so that an operator acknowledges an alarm condition, while not having to focus on the 
visual alarm display. 

For claim 23. t he claim Is interpreted and rejected for the same reasons as stated 
in the rejection of claim 8 as stated above. 

For daim 24. t he claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reasons as stated 
in the rejection of claim 9 as stated above. 

For claim 25. t he claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reasons as stated 
in the rejection of claim 1 0 as stated above. 

16. Claim 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over King, as 
applied to claim 16, and further in view of Tharman et al. (US 6,542,074). 

The claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reasons as stated in the 
rejection of claim 12 as stated above. 

1 7. Claim 28 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over King 
(US 4,970,492) and further in view of Knight (US 6,276,975). 

King is not specific about the type of memory allocation; however, Knight 
discloses a watercraft alarm where the memory allocation comprises RAM and 
EEPROM (col 1 , Ins 41 -43; col 4, Ins 34-45; Fig. 1 , item 300). It would have been 
obvious to include RAM and EEPROM so that memory parameters are modified and 
stored upon an individual's preferences. 

18. Claim 29 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over King and 
Knight, and further in view of Vajgart (US 5,060,156). 
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The claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reasons as stated in the 
rejection of claim 1 4 as stated above. 

1 9. Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over King, 
Knight and Vajgart, and further in view of Tharman et al. (US 6,542,074). 

The claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reasons as stated in the 
rejection of claim 1 5 as stated above. 

20. Claims 32. 33. and 35-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over King, and further in view of Vajgart et al. (US 5,060,1 56). 

For claim 32. the claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reasons as stated 
in the rejection of claim 2 as stated above. 

For claim 33. the claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reasons as stated 
in the rejection of claim 3 as stated above. 

For claim 35. the claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reasons as stated 
in the rejection of claim 5 as stated above. 

For claim 36. the claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reasons as stated 
in the rejection of claim 6 as stated above. 

For claim 37. t he claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reasons as stated 
in the rejection of claim 7 as stated above. 

21 . Claims 34. and 38-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over King and Vajgart, and further in view of Kanno. 

For claim 34. the claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reasons as stated 
in the rejection of claim 4 and 1 9 as stated above. 
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For claim 38. the claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reasons as stated 
in the rejection of claim 8 as stated above. 

For claim 39. t he claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reasons as stated 
in the rejection of claim 9 as stated above. 

For claim 40. t he claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reasons as stated 
in the rejection of claim 1 0 as stated above. 

22. Claim 42 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over King, as 
applied to claim 31 , and further in view of Tharman et al. (US 6,542,074). 

The claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reasons as stated in the 
rejection of claim 12 as stated above. 

23. Claims 43 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over King 
(US 4,970,492) and further in view of Knight (US 6,276,975). 

The claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reasons as stated in the 
rejection of claim 28 as stated above. 

24. Claim 44 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over King and 
Knight, and further in view of Vajgart (US 5,060,156). 

The claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reasons as stated in the 
rejection of claim 14 as stated above. 

25. Claim 45 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over King, 
Knight and Vajgart, and further in view of Tharman et al. (US 6,542,074). 

The claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reasons as stated in the 
rejection of claim 1 5 as stated above. 
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Conclusion 

26. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure: 

Funayose et al. (US 6,864,806) discloses increasing alarm frequency upon 
predetermined engine characteristics. 

Inoue (US 4,796,204) discloses numerous sensors that predict oil degradation for 
a motor. 

Morikami (US 6,1 1 1 ,499) discloses detecting the length of time oil pressure is at 
a predetermined level and triggers an alarm if oil pressure is abnormal. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jennifer A Stone whose telephone number is (571) 
272.2976. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F from 8:00am to 4:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jeffrey Hofsass, can be reached at (571) 272.2981. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
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you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Jennifer Stone 
May 10, 2005 



JEFfiERY HOFSASS 

SUPERVISORY mm examiner 
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